To v*uin Shea Iron Harold tfcisborg JIK assassination appeals 3/30/79 

0 ''i^rivacy'Y-is historical cases for newspaper editors who write page-1 articles 
^Oswald's visit to the FBI and alleged tlireats against it and an SA 
e * 

^rvioindy I have written to ask where the records relating to the above-captioned 



are* From the "previously processed" notations in thu Dallas files and the 

absence of any index or guide it was impossible to locate any such records* 

reca 



By accident 1 have located some but not all in the voluminous hmryr, not in con- 

oJb 

secutive Serials. As of now 1 have not located the FnI's own final report or^the materials 

it gathered for its internal investigation* 1 have found many of what the FBI regards as 
v I that 

oxTiclavit;^»ii^Sc»\.nco.u bo the results of investigations of the matter^not included in 

the statements* 

I attach page one only of 62-1 09060-7 226X* It typifies all that is wrong, wastelul 
and entirely unjustifiable in the Fit's attitude and processing of these records which are 
so o^barrasjing to it. 

i*ak:e any kind of bet. you want: the withheld information is the name Johnson and the 
ne. a paper The Dallas Tjues-IIerald* Now tliiD is not an educated gues~ from a subject expert* 
It is because all is public domain* Thi^lcarly is in tlie h'BI files* It is in many if not 
most of the statements. It is in, very prominently in, the 8/31/75 issue of that paper, 
^liich a big front-pace splash. The e:rbonsive attention includes Johnson's taking the 

entire matter up with FBH1Q, in a separate box as I recall* f mu [o*hd fhu Itvhtj \\ 

• Jut were none of this truej how can these witlilioldings possibly be justified? And 
what need could have been served? Given the subject matter, carefully obscured in this 
iolf-oerving FBI covcr-the-ass payer, how could tlio withholding bo justified under any 
cpnuition 3 ? Is there aiiyxliing that better fits the description of the Congress of what can 
not be withheld? Of course, this is an historical case. So/you and through you the 
Department an^xjrhups in time tlie courts will have this view of the FBI's performance in 

historical case maximum disclosure. 

&H4 "ts. I S- W S / i \ 

There also wa 3 a public House hearing on the matt or , about 11/75* Miis also is long 

A 

before the processing of the records, la fact, one of the records x have found is the 
transcript of Adams' testimony, so the processors din not have to have any other knowledge 
to know this was al„ public domain. However, the statements ‘I've read to now include »o 
specific references to the extensive preev, attention. Radio, TV, the Dallas papers, -‘-ime 
gagiisiiie, tlie wire sc-viccs - all in tlie statements taken from various FBI people. All 
rood b- those wlio perpetrated these witldioiuings# 

If by cliance claim to 7D was made, that also is fraudulent, obviously. I'm not talcing 
time to check the worksheets* 

A ou will recall tiuit recently I've notej^huw unusual it is that some FBI people were 
sounding off to the press, one J;a*iCG fj.t rick Ilosty, Jr*, in particular* He has since 



retired but his blabbing of wliut As not oven good propaganda proceeded his retirement. 
i t is not ui'tcn that the Fdl tolerates a public attack on a Congressional committee by 
a Special Agent and I can't imagine that many Special Agents within days of retirement 
have aver done this, lior can I imagine that booty endangered bis retirement by doing it. 

Waat is involved is the suppression by the FBI of an extraordinary matter for almost 
a dozen years. Do sens if not more FBI people of all ranks knew about it and not one said 
n word until, by one of those remarkable coincidences, the retirement ot tlio Dallas SAC 
was safe and secure. Then only was there a leak to the Dallas paper less inclined to pub- 
lisj any criticism of the official account of the JFK assassination. 

It seems that th only official candidate for assan. in#, officially elected to that 
distinction tQ tho Dullus PHI office tv;o or three days before the assassination. He 






asked to seo liosty, who was not in. Bo, without bothering to seal it, he left a note or 
letter for booty. Uith it sticking portly out of the envelope the receptionist read it. 

Then the President was killed, Hosty heaS Oswald's name and recognized it as a 
case lie had, and with what is described as "the memory of an elephant," never once gave 
thought to this letter. It turns out that in all the varying accounts the one consistency 
is tint it was a throat. Tne more cordon versions of the threat have to do with the 
bombing of the FBI office and/or the police headquarters. Naturally the Ful assured 
the Warren Wc mission .mu the c^tsrttat Oswald 

in’ideucy fo: violai.ee. AmJ '**&>*’} f fo. Om 4 ^ 0iUfoid 

B’/cu when liosty was rushed -over to interview Oswald, he claims, this note "never 

, r * * ' 

entered my ndjid # 11 

That this was widelv and apprehensively known throughout the entire Delias Field 



i&ffice is clear in th^ll !■*/: I've read. Jt was laiown on high level' in FBIHQ. 

Tnore is more. Like Hosty* a complaint prior to the leak to the paper. His complaint 
was mud* in person to Director Kelley, who then made some inquiry no records of which 
Pvo yet soon, (Uhot < 005 this do to any 9 D ^?) But I think you need no more. (There 
» other YD * claim^ritten on some of t tf^Ar^ gos I've read.) 

Until Watergate I never believe that axy number of Americans could conspire and not 
one of them let a word out. %Ls was years before Watergate. And oddly enough the Commission 
was sup osedly investigntinG a report of Oswald's having an FBI connection, which the FBI 
and its Director assured the Commission was false. Only several of the SAs whose statements 
I' ye just read state they understood Oswald was a source or informant. So it is only 
natural that, elephantine memories should fail and that none ox these people would think 
of providing any information to whataftor all was only a Presidential Commission. Or to 
the FBI's own inspectors, one of wiicTwas assigned to Dallas immeuiatcly. 

fc «*, uo.u.uottou you Uiuot aSSjS'ftw-t «• «. Cocms-iou' s 11/2/64 -™tivo 






In fairness to the FBI I must tell you that two witnesses informed the Commission 




;> 



& 



about Oswald's visit to the DFO and of his leaving a note there. So the Commission did 
know and it had ultimate 



uiiu i-*r u auu, ox ujls xeavjjng a noue triers. oo tne eommxssxon < 
responsibility. 



However, as you now know from the earlier attachments and as I knew all along the 
FBI did have the Commission 1 s testimony and did go over it carefully, in FBIHQ as in the 
FOs. So the FBI also knew, aside from all the silent employees never censored for their 
silence, that Hosty had received a note from Oswald and that Oswald had been to the DFO. 

Unless records aro withheld the FBI made no record of this matter at the time it 
went over the Commission' s transcripts or at any time prior to the leak to the Dallas 
paper. Quite exceptional, I think. I therefore assume therc^s withholding, perhaps by 
storage in other files, and appeal the withholding. (One of my earlier requests includes 
this kind of information.) 
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